the United States and in over 16 countries, ranging from Australia to Israel and Japan to the South Africa. The work in Australia began as early as 2005 focusing on a national school breakfast program. 4 In addition, the Kinnect Group has provided empowerment evaluation workshops and training, focusing on work with Maori communities. 5 It has been applied to a wide-variety of settings, including
Google, 6 Hewlett-Packard's $15 Million Digital Village Initiative, 7 Stanford University's School of Medicine, 8, 9 Arkansas' tobacco prevention programs, 10 NASA/Jet Propulsion Laboratory's prototype Mars Rover, 11 and townships and squatter settlements in South Africa. 12, 13 The empowerment evaluation approach celebrated its 21st anniversary with a panel of luminaries at the American Evaluation Association's annual national conference, including Alkin, Donaldson, Patton and Scriven. [14] [15] [16] [17] They presented both complements and critiques. The most common observation was an empowerment evaluators' ability to listen, engage in the discourse and improve practice.
For example:
• While the exchanges were invigorating and overflowing with evaluation wisdom, the most remarkable memory was how David modelled empowerment evaluation's characteristic orientation to openly and honestly engage in self-reflection and critique throughout the debate. 18 David and his colleagues have used this critical feedback to refine and improve their conceptual clarity and methodological specificity [15, p137] .
• I have had the privilege over the years of engaging in dialogue with David, Abe and others about various aspects of empowerment evaluation. Certainly, one of the ways in which empowerment evaluation is exemplary is its openness to dialogue and reflective practice [16, 139] .
• A powerful and possibly unique (in practice) level of the ethical and pragmatic use of meta-evaluation. I try to match David on this, and indeed advocate to David on this, by going further than his enthusiasms for the use of the "critical friend" to the use of "critical enemy"
but I am less successful. However, I never think of empirical evaluation without reflecting on his inspirational example of treating his critics as friends -and not just friends but helpers -as they indeed are. The connection between us is close because we are both part of that small group who really believe that proposition and act on it [17, p138] .
Empowerment evaluation's development and refinement has greatly benefitted from decades of discourse.
12,14,19-28
| EMP OWERMENT E VALUATI ON AND THE INTELLEC TUAL L ANDSC APE
Empowerment evaluation, collaborative evaluation and participatory evaluation are stakeholder involvement approaches to evaluation. They have become increasingly popular over the last couple of decades. They address concerns about relevance, trust and use in evaluation. They also build capacity and respond to pressing evaluation needs in the global community. Defining and differentiating among stakeholder involvement approaches to evaluation serves to enhance conceptual clarity. It also informs practice, helping evaluators select the most appropriate approach for the task at hand.
One essential way to highlight the differences between approaches and place empowerment evaluation in context is to focus on the role of the evaluator.
• Collaborative evaluators are in charge of the evaluation, but they create an ongoing engagement between evaluators and stakeholders, contributing to a stronger evaluation design, enhanced data collection and analysis, and results that stakeholders understand and use. 29 • Participatory evaluators jointly share control of the evaluation. 
| DEFINITI ON OF EMP OWERMENT E VA LUATI O N
Empowerment evaluation is the use of evaluation concepts, techniques and findings to foster improvement and selfdetermination. 34 They are conducted by community and program staff members, with the assistance of a professional evaluator. It is an approach that "aims to increase the likelihood that programs will achieve results by increasing the capacity of program stake- 
| E SS ENTIAL FE ATURE S

| CON CEP TUAL FR AME WORK
Empowerment theory is about gaining control, obtaining resources and understanding one's social environment. Empowerment theory processes contribute to specific outcomes. Linking the processes to outcomes help outline a chain of reasoning. This enables community members to determine the logic behind their actions.
Process use represents much of the rationale underlying empowerment evaluation in practice, because it cultivates ownership by placing the approach in community and staff members' hands.
The more that people are engaged in conducting their own evaluations the more likely they are to believe in them, because the evaluation findings are theirs. This makes them more likely to make decisions and take actions based on their evaluation data. This way of thinking is at the heart of process use. A by-product of conducting an empowerment evaluation is that people learn to think 
| ROLE OF A CRITI C AL FRIEND
A critical friend is one of the most important roles played in an empowerment evaluation. 9 A critical friend is an evaluator who facilitates the process and steps of empowerment evaluation. They believe in the purpose of the program, but provide constructive feedback designed to promote improvement. A critical friend helps to raise many of the difficult questions and, as appropriate, tells the hard truths in a diplomatic fashion. They help to ensure the evaluation remains organised, rigorous and honest.
The role of the critical friend merits attention. This role can be used to leverage and maximise the potential of a group. The empowerment evaluator can differ from many traditional evaluators. Instead of being the "expert" and completely independent, separate and detached from the people they work with, so as not to get "contaminated" or "biased," 
| S TEPS
There are many ways in which to implement an empowerment evaluation. In fact, empowerment evaluation has accumulated a warehouse of useful tools. The three-step 40 and 10-step Getting- 
| MISS ION
The group comes to a consensus concerning their mission or values. This gives them a shared vision of what's important to them and where they want to go. The empowerment evaluator facilitates this process by asking participants to generate statements that reflect their mission. These phrases are recorded on a poster sheet of paper.
These phrases are used to draft a mission statement (crafted by a member of the group and the empowerment evaluator). The draft is circulated among the group. They are asked to "approve" it and/or suggest specific changes in wording as needed. A consensus about the mission statement helps the group think clearly about their selfassessment and plans for the future. It anchors the group in common values (Figure 1 ).
.1 | Taking stock
After coming to a consensus about the mission, the group evaluates their efforts. First, the empowerment evaluator helps members of the group generate a list of the most important activities required to accomplish organisational or programmatic goals. The empowerment evaluator gives each participant five dot stickers, and asks the participants to place them by the activities they think are the most important to accomplish programmatic and organisational goals (and thus the most important to evaluate as a group from that point on).
Their use of the dots can range from putting one sticker on five different activities to putting all five on one activity if they are concerned that activity will not get enough votes. The top 10 items with the most dots represent the results of the prioritisation part of taking stock. The 10 activities represent the heart of part II of taking stock: rating (Figure 2 ).
The empowerment evaluator asks participants in the group to rate how well they are doing concerning each of the activities selected, using a 1 (low) to 10 (high) scale. The columns are averaged horizontally and vertically. Horizontally, the averages provide the group with a consolidated view of how well (or poorly) things are going. The empowerment evaluator facilitates a discussion and dialogue about the ratings, asking participants why they gave a certain activity a 3 or 7.
The dialogue about the ratings is one of the most important parts of the process. In addition to clarifying issues, evidence is used to support viewpoints and "sacred cows" are surfaced and examined during dialogue. Moreover, the process of specifying the reason or evidence for a rating provides the group with a more efficient and focused manner of identifying what needs to be done next, during the planning for the future step of the process. Instead of generating an unwieldy list of strategies and solutions that may or may not be relevant to the issues at hand, the group can focus its energies on the specific concerns and reasons for a low rating that were raised in the dialogue or exchange (Figure 3 ).
. 2 | Planning for the future
Many evaluations conclude at the taking stock phase. However, taking stock is a baseline and a launching off point for the rest of 
